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ERROREVALUATIONIN
FOREIGNLANGUAGEINSTRUCTION
ReizoIwaki
Thepurposeofthepresentpaperistoinvestigatethefollowing
points:
1somepreliminaryproblemsforerrorevaluation,including
apProachestoerrorconcepts,pedagogicalneedsforerror
eva】uation,andfunctionsofKR;
2criteriaforerrorgravity(mainpurpose),centeringaround
linguisticdeviancedegree,communicationdisturbancedegree,
andnativetolerancedegree;and
3somepedagogicalconsiderationsconcerningthediagnosisand
treatmentoferrors.
1PreliminaryProblemsforErrorEvaluation
Foraeonsforeign・languageteachershavebeenconcernedwiththe
learner'serrorsinsomewayorother.Itisnottoomuchtosaythat
oneoftheteacher'sresponsibilitieshasgenerallybeenthatofcorrecting
errors.Whitman(1972)mentions:"iftheyhavenoothercommentsto
make,manyteacherssimplysaythatitis`common'tocorrectmistakes."
InIanguageteachingresearchthetraditionalistviewsthelearner's
errorsasamoralproblem,whereastheS・Rbehavioralpsychologist
treatsthemasameansofmeasuringlanguagelearning.
Inrecentyearsanincreasedinterestinunderstandingtheprocess
offoreign-languageacquisitionhasledtotheviewthaterrorsarenot
tobeconsideredpathologicalmanifestationstobeeradicated,butinstead
constitutecrucialevidenceforthelearner'sstrategyorhypothesis・for血ing
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process.Thelearnerisseenasconstructingforhimselfagrammarof
thetargetlanguage,passingthroughaseriesofsuccessive,transitional
dialectsofthelanguage.Corder(1971)hascalledthesedialects``idio-
syncraticdialects."Accordingtohishypothesisof``transitionalcompe-
tence"(Corder,1967),thenotionof``error".or``devianCY"rnaybeina】[)-
propriate.Corder・(1971)maintainsthat"itismisleadingtorefertothe
idiosyncraticsentencesofthesecondlanguagelearnerasdeviant,"and
that"itisasundesirabletocallthemθ 「rroneousasitistocallthe
sentencesofachilderroneous."
Zydatiss(1974),however,sharplydifferentiatesthepsycholinguisti・
callyorientedapProachfromthepedagogicallyorientedone.Theformer
aimsattheinvestigationofsecondlanguagelearningProcesses,andthe
conceptof``error"isnotrelevanthere;whereasthelatteraimsatthe
investigationofwhatSelinker(1972)calls``interlanguage."Therefore,
notionslike``error,"``deviance,"etc.arerelevanthere,andthepedago・
gicallyorientedapproachisalways"contrastive"and"evaluative."
Itiscommonlyagreedamonglanguageteachersthatnegativeinstances
aremuchmoreinformativethanpositiveones.Allwright(1975)stresses:
"theteacher'sreactiontolearnererrorwillbethemajorfactorindeter -
miningwhattheIearnersactuallylearn,"and"ateacher'swayof
handlingthesecrisispointswillbecentraltothatteacher'seffectiveness."
Furthermore,itmightbeconcludedinaformalsettingthatuncorrected
errorsarenotconsiderederrorssirnplybecausetheywerenotgiven
correctivetreatments(cf.Richards,1976).Thismightreinforceawrong
habitorleadtoawronggeneralization,dependingonthelearningthe・
orytheteacheraccepts-t-一一whetherthatofthehabit・formationtheory
orthatofthecognitivecode・learningtheory.
Oneofthepreliminaryissuestobeconsideredbeforereviewing
variousapproachestotheevaluationoferrorsishowtoascertainwhether
an.itemisanerrorornot(cf.Bazell,1964;Gasparov,1974;Greenbaum,
1975;Matthews・Breasky,1974;Quirk,1966;Raig,1975).Transfomla・
tionalgenerativetheoryreintroducedtheconceptofgrammaticality,but
insuchawaytorenderitnearlyuselesstotheclassroomlteacher.A
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grammaticalerror,inChomsky'sdefinition,isaformwhichisneverused
byanativespeaker,andChomsky(1965,P.29)describes:
_aproposedoperationaltestforsay,segmentationintowordsmustmeetthe
empiricalconditionofconforming,inamassofcrucialandclear. ases,tothe
ljnguisticintuitionofthenativespeakerconcerningsuchelements.Otherwise,
itiswithoutva1ue.1
Thismeansthattherecanbenocriterionindependentofnativespeaker
intuition;inthatcasetheforeignteachercouldnever``correct"a
nativespeaker,Yetnativespeakerspeechissometimescalleduneducated
andsubstandard,andcontainsforms,which,ifusedbyforeigners,are
classifiedaserrors.Furthermore,thereisgrowingevidencethatnative
speakerintuitionsarefrequentlyunreliableandtheirpropertiesarenot
necessarilyconsistentwiththeassumptionsthatgenerativegram皿arians
makeaboutthem.Thisbeingthecase,itseelnsnecessarytoworkout
strategyfordeterminingneededcorrectionwithoutbene且toflinguistics.
Itisnot,however,themainpurposeofthispapertoexamineinany
detailthedefinitionof``errof'or``accuracy."SuMceittosayherethat
thepresentwriteristoadoptGeorge's(1972,p.2)definitionthatan
erroris`〔anunwantedform,specificallyaformwhichaparticularcourse
designerdoesnotwant."
Linguisticdeviancehasbeenanessentialareaofresearchintrans・
formationalgrammarfromthestart。Theargumentsin.4spects(Chom・
sky,1965)concerningthedistinctionbetweengrammaticalityand
acceptabilityarewellknown.F.G.Droste(1977)explainsdifferenttypes
ofdeviance,introducingthefollowingutterances:
?
?
?
?
?
?
・(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Andmetoo
Igavethebookwhichprovidesthereaderwholikestotellastorywhich
isnotknowntoeverybodytQhisrelativeswithinterestingmaterialtoMary
Nextweekmysonbecomes
Therootsofhertabledeeplyenteredthefloor
ThequeenoftheUnitedStateshasbeengoverningforeightyears
PlatowastheteacherofS㏄rates
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Exceptsentence(0)eachoftheutterancespresentsaparticulartype
ofdeviance.Theparametersaccountingforthespecificdeviancesin
sentences(2,3,4)functiononapurelylinguisticlevelandthosein
sentences(1,5)shouldbeconsideredpara-linguistic.
1
1温
11v
V
Assimilationrules一二>Acceptability
Grammaticalrules-→Grammaticality
Lexicalrules-一→Factuality
Referentialrules-一》Validity
Realityrules-→Truth
Acceptability,hemaintains,dependsonthe .individual'scapacityfor
codinganddecoding,whereastruthshouldbeconsideredasthedegree
ofconformitybetweenalinguisticallyconstitutedconceptandthestate
ofaffairsintherealworld.
Intermsofthesystemsapproachtoteaching・learning,itisimpossible
tooveremphasizethei立nportanceofthefunctionoffeedbackorKR
(knowledgeofresults)incontributingtolearninge伍ciency.Annett
(1969)mentionsthreedimensionsofKR-一 一motivating,reinforcing,
and/orinformative-.一一一andtheseareinterrelatedinmostcases.The
S-Rtheoryhasconcentrated,however,ontheseconddimensionalone,
whereasthecognitivepositionpresentedastrikingcontrastbymere
suggestionoftheneedformoreinforlnation.Theformofcorrective
feedbackandevaluationshouldbeinvestigat『dwithoutdisregardingthe
affectivepointofview.
2CriteriaofErrorGravity
Currentteachingpracticesarebasedlargelyontheassumptionthat
correctlearningwillresultfromtheteacher'squickandconsistentcor-
rectionofthelearner'serrors.Recentpsycholinguisticdata,however,
supPOrtthethesisthatovercorrectionisunnecessaryandinadvisable.
BurtandKiparsky(1972),forexample,refertotheinadvisabilityof
tryingtogivethelearneraperfectsentencewithalltheerrorsremoved
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inplaceofthelearner'simpe㎡ectone,andtotheneedofdecidingwhich
errorstocorrect.Theteacher'sconstantcorrectionorinterruptionmay
merelydividethelearner'sattentionandwastehisenergy.Thisisthe
reasonforGeorge's(1972,P.73)suggestionof``theeconomicsofinter-
ventionノ'
Asimpliedintheprecedingsuggestion,theresultsoferroranalysis
cannotbeapPliedeMcientlywithoutestablishingahierarchyoferrors
thatis,orderingerrorsaccordingto脚theirimportanceorgravity;
thisistheareawhicherrorevaluationtreats.Errorgravityreveals
theareaofteachingneed、Thefollowingsectionsincludesomeaccounts
ofcriteriaforthejudgementoferrorgravity,whicharerarelyseen
inpublicationsorresearchontheteachingofEnglishasaforeignlan-
guageinJapan.
(1)LinguisticDevianceDegree
Theforeign-languageteacherasprofessionalknowsinstinctively
thatallerrorsinclassroomactivitiesarenotofequalilllportance;
practicallyheallotsmoremarksforsomeerrorsthanothers.However,
hisdecisionsofmarkingareusuallyimpressionisticandinconsistent,
althoughitmustbeadmittedthat"impressionistic"doesnotnecessarily
mean"inapPropriate."James(1974)emphasizestheutilityofalinguistic
apProachexplicatingandrationalizingtheteacher'ssubjectiveevaluationの
oferrors.Hesuggeststhattherelativegravityoferrorsisafunction
oftheirrank,orofthedomainoftheruleswhichtheycontravene.
Co〃zPetenceandPerformance
Onecontributtiontoerrorevaluationisprovidedbythe``cor【1petence・
performance"dichotomy(Chomsky,1965).Withinthisframework
Corder(1967)makesanimportantdistinctionbetweenmistakesand
errors.Mistakesareperformanceerrors,andheusedtheterm"errof'to
refertothosefeaturesofthelearner'sutteranceswhichdifferfromthose
ofanynativespeaker.Performanceerrorsareoccasionalandhaphazard,
andrelatedtosuchfactorsasfatigue,me皿orylimitations,etc,Perform・
anceerrorsarenotverycalamitous,inthattheydonotinfringethe
systemofthetargetlanguage;whereascompetenceerrorsare .true
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errorsandserious,inthattheyresultfromaninadequateknowledgeof
theformationrules.Furthermore ,Corder(1973)proposesafinerclassifi・
cationoferrorsonthebasisoftheIearner'sabilityofself-correction
andexplanation:
Errortype Correction
possib】e
Explanation
possible
1Pre・systematic
2Systematic
3Post・systematic
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
NO
YES
YES
Systematicerrorscharacterizethelearnersystemandmaybeusedasa
frameofreferenceincorrection.
Inthisconnection,someresearchers(cf.Johansson,1973)arguethat
thereisnowayofdrawingadistinctionbetweenanerrorandamistake,
butfromapracticalpointofviewtheco111petentclassroomteachercan
tellfromhisteachingexperiencethedistinctiontoaconsiderabledegree
inaformalsetting.Besides,theimportantfactisthatcompetence
errorshaveimmediaterβlevancetotheproblen1.offoreign-language
teachingbutthedevelopmentofthelearner'spe㎡ormanceshouldbe
includedinitsgoalaswell.
Freqecency
Frequencyhasgenerallybeenconsideredtobeonemainprincipleof
errorevaluationinforeign-languageteaching.Thefrequencyofaword
canbeestablishedwithreferencetowordfrequencylists.Yetitismore
di伍culttoestablishthefrequencyofagrammaticalform.Moreover,'as
James(1974)indicates,thereissomeambiguityinRobinson'sremark
that``itisinitiallyaquestionoffrequency,asfrequencyindicatesthe
severityof.theerror."ThiscoUldmeanthatanerrorhasagravity
index5thefifthtimeitoccursasopposedtoagravityindexlthe
firsttime;oritmightmeanthaterrorswhichinvolveInorefrequent
wordsandconstructionsareregardedasmoreseriousthanothers.It
seemsunreasonabletoarguethatmoreexposuretocertainformsjusti員es
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heavierpenalt量esonthelearner'sfailure.Togiveanyerro卜weighting
insuchacasewouldimplythattherearesome"degreesofnotknowing・"
James(ibid.)insists:"...onceitisestablishedthattheparticularform
isoutsidethelearner'spresentcompetence,therethematterisclosed,
sotheerrorshouldnotbepenalisedafteritsfirstoccurrence."
Inrelationtofrequency,consistencyinerrorshouldbeinvestigated
inordertoformvalidjudgementsonerrorgravity.Inthisconnection,
James(ibid.)maintainsthatconsistencycanbeunderstoodintwoways:
oneis"textualconsistency,"whichreferstothelearner'sproducing
versionsofthesamepatternatdifferentpointsinhistext,andthe
other.is"internalconsistency,"whichreferstosegmentsofhislanguage・
Corder(1973)pointstothedi伍cultyindetectingerrorsfrornthedata
forerroranalysis.Thelearner'sutterance皿aybesuperficially"well・
formed"andyetcontainerrors;Cordercallsthistypeofutterance
`℃overtlyerro
neous,"incontrasttoan``overtlyerroneous"utterance,
whichissuperficiallyil1・formedintermsofthetargetlanguagerules.For
example,withoutinterpretationinthecontext,thereisnowayoftelling
whethertheutterance"IwanttoknowtheEnglish"iserroneous
ornot.
Furthermore,itispossiblethatseeminglyerror・freepe㎡ormances
mightresultfromthelearner'savoidanceofformsthathehasnot
mastered;these"silent"or"invisible"errorscannotbedetectedby
erroranalysis.Schachter(1974)providessomeconvincingevidenceof
thiserrortypefromhisobservationofrelative・clauseconstructionsin
theEnglishcompositionofadultlearners.
R"leRange
Ithasbeensuggestedthaterrorsinvolvinggeneralorbroadrules
shouldbeconsideredmoreseriousthanthoseinvolvingnarrowrules,
suchasgrammaticalexceptionsandlexicalitems,Asregardsprinciples
ofevaluationJohansson(1973)states:",..infringementsofgeneral
rulesareregardedasmoreserious'thanlexicalerrors."
Likewise,DiPietro(1971,p.163),inhisdiscussionofnativelanguage
ihterferencewithforeign・1anguageproduction,says:".,.theserjous一
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nessoferror・makingisafunctionofthegeneralityoftheruleincorrectly
transferredfromthenativelanguage."Thisimpliesthaterrorsinthe
orderingofsentence・constituents,likeSubjectandPredicate,aremore
seriousthanthoseintheorderingofsmaUerconstituentslikeAdjective
andNoun.Hepresentsexamplesoferrorsofdifferentgravitiesbasedon
thephysicalsizeoftheconstituents.Generality,however,isnotneces-
sarilymanifestedinphysicaldimensions;superficiallyunrelateddiscrete
errorscanbetheresultofoneandthesamerule,Thissortoferror
canbeexplainedbywhatJ.R.Rosstermsthe"PiedPipingRule,"in
thatonecanpredictitinonedomainjustbecauseithasoccurredin
theother.
Inanarticleonthedevianceofpoeticlanguage,Fowler(1969)
attemptstoaccountforapoeticsentence,suchas"hedancedhisdid,"
incomparisonwithitstranslationequivalentinnormallanguage.Fowler
suggeststheuseof"transferrules,"whichresemblestransfomation
rules;thesentence``hedancedhisdid"istoundergothefollowing
threerules:
Rule1
Rule2
Rule3
Hedancedhisdid
Hedidhisdance
Hedidhisdance
Hediddohisdance
Hediddohisdance
Hediddance
(orderrule)
(insertionrule)
(deletionrule)
Thusitispossibletoqualifythedeviance(D)、oftheoriginalsentence
bycountingthenumberofrulesundergone;thatistosay,thedeviance
inthiscaseisD3.Thisprocedureisapplicabletothejudgementof
errorgravityinforeign・languageteaching.
Itisstandarddogmaalhongtransfor皿ationalanalyststoinsitthat
grammaticalityisgradie且t,notanall・or・nonedistinction.Chomsky
(1965,p.148)proposesthattherearetwodeviationsandpointsout:
Thedistinctionbetwe6nsubcategorizationfeaturesandselectionalfeatures,which
isformallywellde丘ned,appearstocorrelaterathercloselywithanimpOrtant
distinctioninlanguageuse...Wecan,ineachcase,constructadeviantsentence
bybreakingtherule.
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Themannerofdeviationinbreakingstrictsubcategorizationrulesis
ratherdifferentfro皿thatinbreakingselectionalrules.Thefirstspecifies
subclassesofVerbsasIntransitives,Transitives,pre-Adjectival,pre・
Sentence,etc.(Chomsky,op.cit.).Someexamplesoftheviolationofthe
rulesaresuchstringsas``Johnfoundsad,"and"JohnbecameBillto
leave."ThesecondinvolvessuchfeaturesasLCountコ,LHumanコ,LAbstsact],
EAnimateコ,etc.Themannerofdeviationwouldbeillustratedinsuch,
stringsasthenotorious``colorlessgreenideassleepfuriously,"or``misery
lovescompany."Theserulesmakeitpossibletodefinethedegreeof
deviation;``thedeviationisgreaterthehigherinthedominancehier-
archyisthefeaturecorrespondingtotherulethatisrelaxed"(Chomsky,
OP.cit,).
'Lin
guisticsgivesvaluablei皿plicationstolanguageteaching;yet
itshouldbenotedthatthepreoccupationofteacherswithlinguistics
orgrammarhasbeenoneoftheobstaclestosuccessfullanguageteaching
inJapan.Theclassroemteachershouldbeconcernedwiththepedagogi-
calvalueofresearch.Inerroranalysisheshouldbemoreconcernedwith
thoseerrorswhichactuallyoccurintheclassroom.Hornby's(1970)
remarkisimpressionistic:``...infiftyyears'experienceoflanguage
teachingIhaveneverknownalearnertoproducesuchsentencesas`To
pleaseJohniseager'."
(2)CommunicationDisturbanceDegree
ThemostwidespreadanalyticalapProachincurrentuseistoclassify
thelearner'serrorsintermsofstructuralfeatures.Thisapproach,how-
ever,failstoevaluatetherelativegravityoferrorinconnectionwith
thecomlnunicaitonofsemanticintentionsandtorelateittothe
investigationofthelearner'sinterlanguage.Considerthefollowing
sente耳ces:(1)"YesterdayImettwoboyonmywayhome"(``Yesterday
Imettwoboysonmywayho皿e")and(2)"YesterdayImetboyon
mywayhome"("YesterdayImettheboysonmywayhome").Both
ofthesesentenceshavenopluralmarkers,yetthedeviance'in『sentence
(1)islessseriousbecausethenumbermarksplurality.Insentence(2)
thereisnochanceofavoidingconfusionbetweensingularityandplurality.
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Forpedagogicalpurposesitwouldbemoreusefultomakeananalysisin
termsofsemantico・syntacticcategories.
BurtandKiparsky(1972,P.12)contendthatthemajorfocusofactiv・
ityintheclassroomshouldbeonco皿munication``whereanswerscan
berightorwrongforcontent,notjustforgrammar,"andthatthere
willbeoccasionsintheclassroomfortheteachertotolerategoofs
theIearner'serrorsinlearningEnglishasasecondlanguage,f6r
whichnoblameisimplied.Theyproposeadistinctionbetweenglobal
goofsandlocalones;thefirstareerrorsinoverallorganizationsuch
aswrongorder,missingormisplacedconnectOrs,etc.,whereasthesecond
areminorerrorswhichoccuronlyinsingleelementsofasentence
suchasnouns,verbinflections,articles,auxiliaries,etc.Forexample,
inthesentence"Sincetheharvestwasgood,wasrainalotlastyeaf'
("Sinceitrainedalotlastyear,theharvestwasgood"),theincorrect
placementofsinceisaglobalerror,asitaffectsbothclausesofthe.
sentence;whereasthelackofitandthewrongformof
localerrors,becausetheyareconfinedto'asingleclause.
distinctionwhichisbasedontheassu】 皿ptionthat
inte㎡erewithcomprehensibilityIIluchmorethanlocal
apPlicabletothejudgementoferrorgravityfor
Basicallythepresentwriteracceptstheirtheoretical
remedial
orientation
estab1ishinganerrorhierarchyandthesubsequentpedagogicalimplica-
tions.
01sson(1972)carriedaninvestigationtodeterminewhatkindof
deviationsbySwedishlearnerswere血ostlikelytoimpaircomprehensi・
bilityfornativespeakersofEnglish.Shefoundthatsuchadeviant
senterlceas"Thethingcatchbythepoliceman"wascorrectlyunder-
standabletonativespeakers;thisisneveranexceptionalcase,judging
fromthepresentwriter'spersonalexperienceofteaching.Itmustbe
realizedthatmanyfeaturesofEnglishasacommunicationsySte皿are
redundantintermsofcommunication。01sson(ibi己)alsocontendsthat
semanticerrorsinterferewithcommunicationmorethansyntacticones,
andthatsemanticerrorswithunrevealingsyntacticdevianceleadto
theverbare
Thi sortof
globalerrors
ロ
oneslS
practice.
for
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thehighestnoninterpretability.
Grammarhasbeengivenpreferenceforcenturiesbecauseofthe
innuenceoftheteachingofLatingrammar,andgrammaticalerrors
havegenerallybeenjudgedtobemoreserious.Itiscertainlytruethat
syntacticerrorsaremore"productive"becausesyntaxconstitutesa
closedsysteminwhichanincorrectruleistoproducemanyincorrect
foms.However,theevaluationofthelearner'serrorsiscloselycon-
nectedwiththegoalofforeign4anguageteaching.Quirk(1968,p.109)
indicatesco皿prehensibilityandconformityastwosuchgoals;this
leadsonetotheimportanceofthedistinctionbetweenerrorsthatin-
terferewiththecolnmunicationofamessageincontextandthosethat
representavarietyoflinguisticallydevianttypes.Systematicobserva-
tiQnsoftheclassroomactivitiesofmostteachersresultintheconclusion
thattheirprimarygoalseemstobebasedontheassumptionthat
conformityshouldbethemaingoalinforeign・languageteaching.If,
however,thepriInarygoaliscommunication,the丘rstconcerninerror
evaluati6nshouldbethatofcomprehensibilityorintelligibility,that
is,thecommunicativeeffectofdifferenttypesoferrors,irrespectiveof
conformity.Thismeansthatmethodsandtechniquesintheconvention・
alclassroomInustbecriticallyre・examined.
LetitbeassumedthatthepriIIlarygoalofforeign-languageteaching
iscomprehensibility.Inafor皿alsettingthelearnerisfrequently
requiredtoimitatewordsandsentences;andInostatter叩tedcorrections
ofpronunciationarealm.ostperfunctorywithoutanyprincipleoferror
evaluationItshouldbenotedthattheamountofredundancyina
languagemakesmostvariationinpronunciationamatterofinsignifi-
cance,and,intermsofcommunication,overcorrectionofpronunciation
errorsarepointlessinlanguageteachingforcommunication.Pronunci・
ation'deviationsmaybeevaluatedwithrespecttocomprehensibility;
theyseldo皿reducetheintelligibilityofthelearner'sspeech,although
theymaycauseirritationtonativelisteners.Itshouldbenoted,
however,thatthisisnottoassertthatthelearnerandtheteacher
shouldalwaysbecontentwithinaccuratepronunciation.Mρrphological
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deviancesm3ygenerallybeignoredbythelanguagelearnerattheキ
beginningleve1;whereassyntacticdifferencesmaybenoticedonlyin
thecaseoftheirdrasticdifferencefromL1,andeventhesedifferences
maycauselittleproblemforco皿prehensionifsomemajorlexicalitems
knowntothelistenerareutteredinameaningfulcontext,Thereissorlle
empiricalevipencetosupportthesignificanceofameaningfulcontext
inlanguageteaching.BellalnyandSidney(1970)reportthatsome
morphe皿esquitedi伍cultforthelearnerarecomprehendedquiteeasily
inafu11semanticcontext.
In'bothtraditionalandaudiolingualclassrooms,thelearneris
requiredtoexpandhisgralnmarinthe"oneatatime"method,each
stepaspe㎡ectlyaspossible,progressing"fromsimpletocomplex."If,
however,communicativecompetenceisanimmediategoal,itm'aybe
advisabletoestablishassoonaspossiblearatherlargevocabularywith
verygeneralsyntaxrules.Vocabularyisthekeytocomprehensionand
speechproduction.Oncethelearnerisc6mmunicating,howeverincorrect-
1y,hecanbedirectedthroughhisinterlanguagetowardtheadult
normalIanguage;finerdistinctionscanbeaddedasfluencyallows.
Unfortunatelythereisampleevidenceinthiscountrythatthelearner
isdoomedtofai1,becausemanyteachersregardeffectivecomlnunica.
tionasnear-nativeperfectioninpronunciationandstructure.Itisworth
consideringthatthelearner'sfirsttaskshouldbetomastersu伍cient
vocabularyinordertoengageincom皿unication.
(3)NativeToleranceDegree
Currentemphasison"communicativecompetence"andtherealization
thatobsessiveconcernwitherroravoidanceisahindrancetothat
competencehavehadgreatimpactonsomeresearchersandclassroom
teachers.Terrel1(1977),forexam.ple,proposesthreeguidelinesfor
learningasecondlanguageinanacademicsituation:(1)permissionof
LIandL2intheinitialstageofIearning,(2)nbcorrectionofthe
learner'serrors,and(3)entiredevotionofclasstimetocommunication
つ'experlenCes
・
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Valdman(1975,a)however,questions:"...grantedthatina
naturalsettingcommunicativecolnpetencemaybeachieveddespite
deviatio血frolnsu㎡acestructurewell-formedness,doesitimplythatit
shouldbetoleratedinformallanguageacquisition?"Hecontinues:`'it
ishighlyquestionablewhethercommunicativecompetenceisthemost
highlyvaluedobjectiveinthegenerallanguagecourse,`'and``grammat-
icallydeviantthoughcommunicativelyadequatespeechishighly
stigmatized噛andevokesstereotypicnegativejudgementsonthepartof
Inembersof`host'community."Itthenfollowsthatthelearner'sstrategy
ofcommunicationisunsuccessfulfromasociolinguisticpointofview.
Itseemstothepresentwriterthatthefirstquestionasregardserror
toleranceinformalteachingisamatterwhichshouldbeexaminedin
termsofe伍ciencyinthelearningProcess,andnotasa且nalgoaL
Ifcommunicationisregardedastheprimarygoa1,teaching-1earning
systemsshouldbedesignedtoleadtocomlnunicativecompetence.This
isespeciallytnleinJapan,inthattheclassroolnisalmostthe・only
placeformanylearnerstohave"contacthours"withthetargetlanguage.
InordertoelaborateeMcientpedagogicalsequences,however,the
questionastoerrorsshouldfirstofallincludethatoftheperception
andevaluationoferrorsonthepartofthenativespeaker.Johansson
(1975,p.25)pointsouttwoaspectsoftheeffectoferrorsoncommunica-
tionthecomprehensibilityofthemessageandtherelationship
betweenthespeakerandthelistener.Aftertheidentificationofan
errorheaskstwoquestions:"(a)Doestheerroraffectthecomprehensi・
bilityofthemessage?Ifitdoes,itwillbefurtherevaluated.Ifitdoes
not,thefollowingquestionshouldbeasked;(b)Doestheerrorcause
anyirritationinthelistener?"Thiseffectoferrorsontheproblem.of
communication,orin中e"degreeofirritation,"isthebasisofhis
functionalapProachtoevaluation.
Researchinthisareaoferrorevaluationisscant;yetitsuggests
thattherearecertaindeviationswhichnativespeakerstoleratemore
readilythanothers.Hanzeli(1975),forexample,referstothefactthat
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InostAmericansshowstrongreactionagainst``this"beingmispro・
nouncedas"dis",butthey丘nd"zis"aInatterofmerecuriosity.The
communicativeeffectoferrorsisnotonlyaquestionofcomprehensibility
underoptimalconditions;Johansson(1975)gaveattentiontothefact
thatdeviationswhichdonotaffectcomprehensibilitymaynevertheless
havecommunicativesignificanceandattemptedtodevelopamethodology
forresearchingthe"irritationdegree"ofthelearner'serrors.The
researchwasconcentratedonthreemajortypesofgrammaticalerrors
inEnglishmadebySwedishuniversitystudentsconcorderrors,verb
complementationeIrors,andword-ordererrors.Itwasfoundthatthe
co皿municativeconsequencesdifferforthethreetypesoferrolsinvesti-
gated,eventhoughnoneofthemaffectscomprehensibility.Someofthe
resultsoftheinvestigationdemonstratethat:
1
2
3
Itseems
word・ordererrorsare
Johansson'sexperiment,however,presentstheopPOsiterelationshipamong
them.ThismaypartiallyconfirmRichards'(1971)beliefthatnative
speakersarefussyaboutverbmorphology.Itmustbeadmittedthatthe
numberofsamplesentencesincludedinJohansson'sresearchislimited
andthathastyconclusionshouldbeavoided;however,itimpliesthat
``amessageislnoreeasilyrecoverablewhenaffectedbyasimpleorder
changethanwhendisguisedbyotherchangesoflinguisticform"(Jo・
hansson,1975).
Withregardtojudgementsoferrorgravitybylanguageteachers,
James(1977)findsthatthereareρonsistentdifferencesofopinionbetween
nativespeakersandnon-nativespeakers.Firstly,non-nativespeakers
usuallymarkmoreseverelythannativespeakersdo.Itmayfollowthat
thedegreeofirritationofconcordisgreaterthanthatofword・
ol'dererrorsincludedintheresearch,
thedegreeofirritationofverbcomplementationerrorsisgreater
thanthatofthesimpleorderingerrors,and
thedegreeofirritationofconcordandverbcomplementation
errorsisgreaterthantheorderingerrorsexe血plified.
aplioriassumptionamongforeign-languageteachersthat
m,oredisruptivethanthoseofothercategories.
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nativespeakersaleplobably皿oretoleIantofthelearner'serrorsthan
non・nativespeakers.James(ibid.)proposestoinvestigate"whether
thereisanypositivecorrelation,forthenon・nativeassessors,between
theirlevelofEnglish,proficiencyandtheseveritywithwhichthey
・penalizeerrors!'Secondly,thereisaconsistenttendencyinerrorjudge・
mentbyindividualassessors.Hepointsout:``thereisa90percent
chanceofanindividualexaminergivingthesamemarkforthesame
pieceofworkonasecondmarking."Thirdly,individualassessorsshow
considerableconsistency,whereasthedifferentgroupshavedifferent
ranges,differentmeans,anddifferentdistributionofmarks.Hecontinues:
``thenativespeakersareoperatingonaneight・pointscale,thenon・natives
onaten・pointscale."Thismightbeopposedtothegeneralexpectancy
thatnativespeakersoughttomakefinerdistinctionthannon・native
speakers.Itisfurtherpointedoutthat``overseasEFLteachersrnayfall
intotwogroups,onerelativelytolerantoferrors,theotherintolerant.
Onewonders,whetherthiswouldbemoretrueforsomenationalities
thanforothers"(James,ibid.、.
Unfortunatelythereisnotmuchresearchdealingwithnativespeaker
evaluationofthelearner'serrors;eventhosefindingsavailabletous
arenotnecessarilyrigidlyscienti員c,butmerelysuggestiveofbroad
tendenciestowardevaluation.Furthermore,asfarasJapaneselearners
ofEnglishareconcerned,itmightbeadvisabletomakeadistinction
betweenEFLandESL.Asimpli6dinValdman's(1975,b)previous
referencetostereotypicnegativejudgementina"host"community,
non・nativesaresometilneshiredorfiredonthebasisoftheircommand
ofthetargetlanguage.Therefore,itisturethatthereisaneedfor.
greaterawarenessofthesocioIinguisticaspectsoflanguagelearning;
yetwhatisneededinthisareaofresearchshouldbeinthedirection
ofelucidatingJapaneselearners'``1athophobicaphasia"andencouraging
theirabilitytocommunicate.一
3SomePedagogicalImplications
Inthispaperthelearner'serrorsareviewedinapositivefashion
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asmanifestationsofhislearningsystem.Thelearnercanengagein
anddevelophiscommunicativeactivitiesonlythroughdeviatingfrom
thetargetlanguagenormandattemptingavarietyoflearningstrategies.
Attheleve16fpragmaticclassroomexperience,excessivecorrectionand
toomuchinsistenceonwell・formednessunderallsortsofclassroom
conditionsaretoberegardedasinadvisableapproachestocolnmunicative
competence.ThisiswhereerrorevaluationplaysaniInportantrolein
providingmeansbywhichtheteacherassessesteaching・Iearningactiv・
itiesanddeterminesprioritiesforfutureeffort.Awordofcautionrnay
betimelyhere:toe皿phasizetheimportanceoferroranalysisand
evaluationisnottosuggestthattheteaching・learningsys'temshould
bedesignedexclusivelyonthe``error・based"notionofsyllabi.
ProblemsinapProachestoerrorevaluation,especiallyerrorgravity,
havebeendiscussedintermsoflinguisticdeviancedegree,communica・.
tiondisturbancedegree,andnativetolerancedegree.Furthercriteria
orprinciplescouldbeintroducedtosupplementthesepillars;among
others,thepedagogicalcriterionisindispensable.Inviewofthecom・
plexityoferrorevaluation,itisclearlycertainthatnocriterionalone
isabletosolvetheproblems.Perhapscombinedcriteriaintermsof
functionaremuchmorelikeIytoprovidevaluablemeasuresinthis
area;somepracticalsuggestions,forexample,aregivenbyJohansson
〔1973).-
Thereisnodoubtthattheprocessoferrorevaluationcanbevery
time・consuming,perhapssometirnestoomuchfortheteacherwithclasses
toolarge,asisoftenthecase.Besides,itischaracteristicofthe
classroomteacherthatheisrequiredtorespondtomorepurelylinguistic
significancesofthelearner'serrors.Theteacher'sbehaviorshouldbe
basedonthereasonablejudgementofthelearner'serrortypes,including
linguisticdescriptionoferrors,errorgravity,errorsources,andeaseof
errorcorrection.Theteachermaypassjudgementonthea]皿ountof
thelearner'seffort;atrivialdeviationintermsoflinguisticand
communicativecriteriamayneedtobepunishedmoreseverelyinterms
oftherelevancetopedagogicalfocus.Theteacher'sjudgementoferror
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gravitymightneedtobeinconsistentwithothercriteria,forthepurpose
ofindividualizedinstructionadaptedtoeachindividuaPslearningstyle.
Furthermore,theteacher'sevaluationoferrorsischaracteristic,inthat
itmustusuaUybe"instant"and"public"whenitisdoneintheclassroom.
Allwright(1975)POintsout18suchitemswhichtheteachermight
simultaneouslyconsiderinthetreatmentofthelearner'serrors.More
researchisneededtoestablishsimplifiedinstrumentsfortheclassroom
teacher.
Somesources(cf.HolleyandKing,1971;Olsson,1972)suggestthat
onlyerrorscommontothewholeclassdeservecorrectionintheclassroom.
Gorosch〈1973)maintainsthatfortheadultlearnerwithaparticular
andconcreteaiminviewitispossibleto``applyrestrictionsconcerning
thedegreeofcorrectnessinlanguageperformance."Nickel(1973)takes
anextrernestanceandargues:
Ifcertainerrorsturnupveryfrequentlyinlangagelearnerswhoareonlyinter。
estedinthebasiccommunicativeelementsofatragetlanguage,thismayimply
thatlessintensivecoursesincludingregularerrorsystemsmayhavetobeoffered.
Iamthinkinghere,forexample,ofsomekindofmorphologicallyreducedtypes
ofGermanforforeignworkers,reducinglanguagetomoreorlessinflectionally
neutralIexicalitemsofanominative十in丘nitive十adverbstructure.
Thiskindofsimplificationhasbeengoingoninactuallifeforalong
time.Thisisalsoseeninpidginization,whichoccursinsituations
wherethetargetlanguageisusedforli]【nitedfunctionsandwherethe
learnerdoesnothaveaccesstothetarget・speakermode1.Some、aspects
ofthesimplificationinpidginlanguagesarethereductionofvariant
forms,theselectionofthephonologicallyfullestfomiamongvariants,
thereplacementofinflectionalendingsbyfreeforms,thereductionof
redundantagreementandconcordfeatures,etc.Itisnotrealisticand
educationalfortheteachertoexpectthelearnertopassdirectlyto
nativespeakerco皿petenceinthetargetlanguage.Itmaybeadvisable
tosetmorerealisticgoalsonthebasisofgeneralizationsderivedfrom
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observationofperformanceofothersundersimilarconditions.
thissortofass6rtionisHiga(1978),whoargues:"itisalmost,
absolutely,impossibleforourstudentstoacquirenative
and"ifweemphasizecreativitywe℃anbuildstepsinthe
languagelearningandteachingandthatwhatevererrorsour
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cornpetence,
processof
students
makeintheprocesscanbeconsideredaspartoftheircreativeefforts";
hefurtherillustratesthekindsofstepshesuggests.
Itwouldbeprematuretospeakof``LearnerSystemApproach"
(Valdman,1975,b)toforeign・languaeteaching,becausesuchresearch
inthisareaisstillinitsinfancy;andhasty``doctrinaire"pedagogical
apPlicationsshouldnotbe皿adeonthebasisofthosescantyfindings.
Inthefutureitmaybepossibletobaseforeign.1anguageteachingon
asolidfoundationofknowledgeaboutforeign・languageteachingへ
itself;yet,atthe.presenttime,implicationratherthanapplication
shouldbeemphasized.ThepresentwriteragreeswithTaroneandothers
(1976),whomaintain:``...there.is,perhaps,somethingwrongwiththe
ideathattheonlywayto`apply'theresultsofresearchistowrite、a
wholenewtextbookorabrandnewcurriculumsequence...Suchachange
inattitudemaybethemostimportantapplicationofcurrentresearch
whichcanbemadetothefieldoflanguageteaching."[ltal圭csrnine.]
Along
ifnot
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